REMARKS 

Claims 1, 3-11, 15, 17-19 and 21-22 are pending in the application. The Examiner's 
reconsideration of the rejection in view of the remarks is respectfully requested. 

Claims 1, 3-11, 15, 17-19, and 21-22 have been rejected under 35 USC 112, first 
paragraph, as failing to comply with the written description requirement. The Examiner 
suggested that the disclosure does not support the limitation "extracting the requirements of the 
architectural software mode from the tree, wherein the abstract use case corresponds to the 
requirements of the architectural software model" or "determining a completeness. . .by 
triggering rule. . .", or Claims 21 and 22. 

Referring to the limitation "extracting the requirements of the architectural software 
model from the tree. . ."; Applicants respectfully point to, for example, FIG. 10 and the 
corresponding description for creating the tree and to FIG. 1 1 and the corresponding description 
for how to extracting the requirements of the architectural software model from the tree (see also, 
page 23, lines 16-22). For example, the extraction is simply related to the correspondence 
between the type of node (e.g., root node, leaf node, etc.) and an abstract or concrete use case, 
e.g., to extract the abstract use case, look to the root node. 

Referring to the limitation "determining a completeness. . .by triggering rule. . ."; 
Applicants respectfully point to FIG. 5A and the corresponding description. Further, at page 15, 
line 3 to page 16, line 16 a method is described for triggering rules - completeness then is a 
measure of whether how many or what percentage of faults occurred for triggered rules in the 
project (see for example, page 15, line 21 to page 16, line 3). 



Referring to Claims 21-22, Applications respectfully point to, for example, page 23, line 
23 to page 24, lien 6; the elimination of the cycles is described in terms of A, B, and C, and can 
be detected and eliminated based on the relationships between nodes, similar to that described 
with respect to FIG. 1 1 for deleting relationships. 

The Examiner's reconsideration of the rejection is respectfully requested. 



For the forgoing reasons, the application, including Claims 1, 3-1 1, 15, 17-19 and 21-22, 
is believed to be in condition for allowance. Early and favorable reconsideration of the case is 
respectfully requested. 



Respectfully Submitted, 

/ 7 /' 

Date: 7/28/2008 //I jS L ^ 

Peter L. Kendall 
Reg. No. 46,246 
Attorney for Applicants 

Mailing Address: 

SIEMENS CORPORATION 
Intellectual Property Department 
5 th Floor 

170 Wood Avenue South 
Iselin, New Jersey 08830 
(732) 321-3191 
(732) 321-3030 (FAX) 



